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This study aims to investigate how effective comprehesible input, explicit teaching 
and corrective feedback in Genre Based Approach develop students’ speaking in 
hortatory exposition; particularly in the aspect of genre. To achieve the purpose of 
the study, a case study design was chosen. The data were collected from classroom 
observations, and students’ texts. The data from observation were analyzed using 
four stages of analysis including organizing, transcribing, converting, classifying, 
describing, and interpreting. The students’ texts were analyzed using the rubric 
adapted from Butt, Fahey, Feez, spinks, and Yallop (2000) and Emilia (2011). The 
result confirms that comprehensible input, explicit teaching and corrective feedback 
develop students’ speaking in hortatory exposition. Students were able to speak by 
following the genre moves of hortatory exposition. This study suggests that the 
techniques of comprehensible input, explicit teaching, and corrective feedback are 
recommended to be applied in a language teaching process.  
Keywords: Comprehensible Input, Explicit Teaching, Corrective Feedback, Genre 
Based Approach 
BACKGROUND 
In classroom interaction, students at least receive comprehensible input; that is, a set of 
information provided by teachers and understood by students (Krashen, 1985), and 
opportunities both to negotiate meanings and to produce output, enabling a teacher to give 
corrective feedback (Swain, 1985); that is, an indication of non- target like use of the target 
language used by students (Schatcher, 1991). Furthermore, a technique which is also 
considered prominent in a teaching strategy, explicit teaching, is needed to be taken into 
account since it develops students’ ability to use the language in context (Gibbons, 2002). 
However, comprehensible input, explicit teaching and corrective feedback have not been 
explicitly revealed with regard to how effective they are in helping students learn second 
language. The available studies only focused on one or two of those three aspects in a teaching 
approach. For example, Al- Darayseh (2014) only focused on the effectiveness of implicit and 
explicit teaching vocabulary strategis in developings students’ reading comprehension. 
Additionally, other studies only focused on corrective feedback (e.g. Agudo, 2012; Ellis ,2009; 
Panova and Lyster, 2002; and Tomzyk, 2013).  Moreover, the latest study was conducted by 
Nowbakht and  Shahnazari (2015) combining comprehensible input, corrective feedback and  
output on the receptive acquisition of L2 vocabulary items. The finding indicates a positive 
trend of combining more than one concept of teaching strategies. 
Therefore, this present study attempts to investigate how effective comprehensible 
input, explicit teaching and corrective feedback develop students’ speaking in hortatory 
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exposition. More specifically, this study was conducted to adress a research question; that is, 
“How effective do comprehensible input, explicit teaching and corrective feedback develop 
students’ speaking, especially in the genre moves of hortatory exposition? 
LITERATURE REVIEW  
There are several techniques of giving comprehensible input as suggested by Long (1982), 
Krashen (1982), and Long and Sato (1983 ) in Nhlapo (1998) involving simplification of input, 
interactional modification, expansion of learners’ utterances and conversational frame. 
Simplification of input is defined as a way to simplify the input in giving a flavor of  language 
type used by using some questions. Comprehension checks are techniques to identify whether 
the teacher’s preceeding utterances are understood or not. Clarification request is used as an 
attempt to clarify whether students have furnished new information or recorded information 
given in a previous segment. Additionally, confirmation check is a strategy used to elicit some 
information to know whether students have understood a particular concept learnt or not. 
Repetition is also included as a technique of comprehensible input functioning to indicate a 
students’ error. The last one is conversational frame, defined as a technique in using some 
boundary markes; such as, ok, well now, today, as the signal of the beggining part or as the end 
section in a teaching session.  
Moreover, the second technique analyzed in this study is explicit teaching. It deals with 
a contextual use of language developed in learning and teaching process, aiming at encouraging 
students to involve directly in learning process (Gibbons, 2002). In this study, explicit teaching 
was conducted through sixteen elements as proposed by Archer and Hughes (2011). Those are 
focusing instruction on critical content, sequencing skills logically, breaking down complex 
skills and strategies into smaller instructional units, designing organized and focused lessons, 
beginning lessons with a clear statement of the lesson’s goals and expectations, reviewing prior 
skills and knowledge before beginning instruction, providing step by step demostration, using 
clear and concise language, providing an adequate range of examples and non-examples, 
providing guided and supported practice, requiring frequent responses, monitoring students 
performance closely, providing immediate affirmative and corrective feedback, delivering the 
lesson at a brisk pace, helping students organize the knowledge, and providing distributd and 
cumulative practice. 
Additionally, corrective feedback; the indication of non-target like use of the target 
language used by learners (Schachter, 1991),  is also taken into account in this study.In this 
study, the classification of corrective feedback is adapted from Ellis (2009) involving recast, 
explicit correction, repetition, clarification of request, elicitation, paralinguistic signal and 
added by translation from Panova & Lyster (2002). 
Further, this study is literacy based instruction focusing on speaking of hortatory 
exposition in genre based approach. It means that the teaching program was conducted to 
develop students’ speaking through the steps of four main stages; Building Knowledge of the 
Field, Modelling of the Text, Joint Construction of the Text, and Independent Construction of 
the Text (Hyland, 2004). In addition, the assesment of students’s speaking is seen from the 
genre criterion adapted from from Butt, Fahey, Feez, spinks, and Yallop (2000), Emilia (2011).  
METHOD 
This study employed case study approach because of the following characteristics. First, this 
study took place in a natural setting (see Creswell, 2010). Second, the data were analyzed under 
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a descriptive approach (Grimes & Shchulz , 2002). Third, this study was undertaken in a small 
scale with a single case (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Nunan, 1992; Creswell, 2010). The last one, 
multiple method were utilised in collecting data; such as, observations and document analyses 
(Creswell, 2010). Moreover, this study was undertaken in one of State Senior High Schools in 
Garut with six students in one class of eleventh grade as the focus participants (based on their 
level of achievement). Additionally, the techniques of collecting the data used in this study 
involved observations and document analysis. Those multiple data collection was utilized to 
increase the validity of the case study findings (Gall & Borg, 2003). 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  
a. Increasing Students’ Background Knowledge of the Topic 
The data gained in this study show that the students generally improve their capacity in 
understanding the knowledge of the topic ‘social media’ as seen from the final texts in the post 
test. This improvement is shown by the variety of topic about ‘social media’, the contentful 
arguments, and more lexical chains. For example, the topic of the students’ monologue is about 
selfie, line, whatsap, instagram, etc.  It is different from the diagnostic test in which almost all 
students used the same topic about social media in general.  
Moreover, the improvements result from the role of comprehensible input, explicit 
teaching and corrective feeedback used in the teaching program. In terms of comprehensible 
input, all techniques of comprehensible input were undertaken. As an instance, simplification 
of input was undertaken in the step of BkoF.  It is shown by posing some questions; Do you 
have social media? What kinds of social media do you have?Additionally, the elements of 
explicit teaching were also applied to result in this improvement. One of them is by 
implementing the focus instruction on critical content (see Archer & Hughes, 2012) As an 
example, the teacher asked some students some questions about how girls and boys use social 
media differently; as instances, As a girl, do you often update status through twitter? 
Moreover, corrective feedback also worked.  In one context of the teaching activities, 
particularly in the stage of MoT, the teacher gave an explicit correction when students 
mentioned incorrect technical vocabulary in a text. 
b. Increasing Students’ Understanding on the Concept of Hortatory Exposition 
Social Function 
In terms of social function, the data reveal that most of students are able to fulfill the social 
purpose of  hortatory exposition; that is, to persuade someone to do or not to do something 
(Gerot& Wignel, 1994). As an instance, a student coming from the medium achiever category 
(AS) is able to fulfill the social purpose of a hortatory exposition in the post test. She was 
succesful to be consistent in delivering a point of view supported by some arguments as a 
persuassion to the audiences that social media is beneficial to use. This result is different from 
her previous text in the pre-test in which she put more than one point of view in his text that is 
included into another genre; discussion text (Knapp & Watkins, 2005).  
The improvement above results from the contribution of CI, ET and CF. As an instance, 
the teacher used comprehension check as a technique of comprehensible input aiming at 
helping students find the social function of the text. Explicit teaching was also utilized by 
applying provided guided and supported practice through giving some scripts of hortatory 
exposition and asking students to analyze the social function of the text. Additionally, the 
teacher also gave corrective feedback; as an example, two ot of eight groups of students were 
got correction during constructing the scripts of hortatory exposition in JCoT.  
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Generic Structure 
In terms of generic structure, each text produced in the post-test consists  of complete generic 
structure; thesis statement, arguments, and suggestion. It means that all focus students put the 
organization of the text properly. Moreover, the progress of the students’ capacity in 
understanding generic structure above also results from the use of comprehensible input, 
explicit teaching and corrective feedback. To create comprehensible input, the teacher utilized 
confirmation check to check the students’ understanding of each part of generic structure of 
the text in MoT stage. In explicit teaching,  the teacher provided an adequate range of examples 
and non-examples and providing guided and supported practice (Archer & Hughes, 2011) 
through giving some text models to students in the MoT stage and some practices in MoT and 
JCoT. Meanwhile, in giving corrective feedback, in one occasion, the teacher employed 
explicit correction.   
Linguistic Features 
Regarding the linguistic features of a hortatory exposition, the students improve their 
understanding on the linguistic features of hortatory exposition. This can be seen from the 
difference between pre-and post-test. For example, the texts constructed by some students (AW 
and MF) in pre-test are absence of technical terms, passive voice, temporal connective, experts’ 
opinions. However, both students showed the progress as seen from their texts in post-test 
which consist of all linguistic features of the text although there are still some errors in placing 
part of speech in a sentence pattern. More specifically, the improvements are reflected from 
the existance of linguistic features including technical terms, expressions of saying opinions, 
connectives, judgement statements, and passive voice. 
The results as presented above are achieved due to the use of some techniques as 
comprehensible input. One of them used is comprehension checking in MoT stage. The explicit 
teaching was also conducted; i.e. the teacher used some analogy in Bahasa Indonesia coming 
about in MoT stage to teach impersonal statement. Moreover, there are some techniques of 
corrective feedback used to enhance students’ understanding on the linguistic features of the 
text involving recast in ICoT and explicit correction in JcoT. The teacher utilized explicit 
correction in order to provide a clear and unambiguous wordings as one of characteristics in 
explicit teaching (Archer & Hughes, 2011).  
CONCLUSIONS  
The result of this study confirms that those three techniques; Comprehensible Input, Explicit 
Teaching, and Corrective Feedback, develop the students’ speaking of hortatory exposition, 
particularly in the genre moves of hortatory exposition. The improvements are obviously seen 
from the focus students who improve their capacity  in a way that they are able to organize the 
text using appropriate generic structure; thesis statement, arguments, and suggestions. 
Additionally, the students are also able to include all linguistic features of hortatory exposition; 
such as, connectives, present tense, judgement and impersonal statements, passive voice, 
technical terms, and modality.  
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